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1. In response to the amendments and arguments filed 10/12/2010, the 
following is noted: 

A) The examiner maintains that independent claim 1 is broad and would appear to be 
met by a computer controlled/implemented A/V signal editing system which: 

1 ) Receives and records a main/primary video signal content; 

2) Receives and records the associated main/primary audio wherein this 
main/primary audio signal content is stored in an "MXF" format; and 

3) Receives and stores an additional annotation audio signal content in which: 

a) This additional audio signal content is stored in a "WAVE" format; 

b) An is associated with a specific "frame" of the video content. 

The examiner maintains that, by associating the entire "annotation" with a single given 
frame of video, the annotation is inherently "out of sync" with respect to the continuous 
"time axis" of the main A/V content. 



B) The examiner maintains that, within the A/V editing art, it was known to have stored 
the mains A/V content in the well known "MXF" format given the quality and precise 
synchronization that must be maintained there between [U.S. Patent Document 

#2002/0164149 to Wilkinson is hereby cited in support of this position]. 

C) The examiner likewise maintains that, within the A/V editing art, it was known to have 
stored the audio annotation information using the well known "WAVE" format given that 
high quality and precise synchronization is not needed [U.S. Patent Document #2002/008951 9 
to Betz et al is hereby cited in support of this position (e.g., SEE paragraphs 0022, 0046, 0132)]. 



Application/Control Number: 10/575,715 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2481 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter 
of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered 
therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of 
the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of 
each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made 
in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and 
potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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3. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
patent #5,600,775 to King et al in view of US Patent #6,230,172 to Purnaveia et al . 
and further view of US Patent Document #2002/0164149 to Wilkinson and US 
Patent Document #2002/0089519 to Betz et al . 

I. The showing of King et al : 

King et al been cited because it illustrates a "recording system" (e.g., @ Figure 1) 
which: 

A) Implicitly receives "main" full motion video information (i.e. it must be 
received before it can be processed); 

B) Implicitly receives additional voice-based annotation information to be 
added to the full motion video information (i.e., it must be 
inputted/received before it can be processed): and 

C) Implicitly records the additional voice-based annotation information in 
a manner that relates respective ones of the voice based annotations to a 
specific frame/position of the full motion video information (i.e., the 
"indexed" multimedia information is "stored" as files) [e.g., Note lines 30- 
50 of column 6]. 

[e.g., SEE: lines 8-42 of column 6] [NOTE: lines 1 9-22 of column 1 ; lines 1 -29 of column 
2; lines 40-49 of column 5; and claims 3/1 and 9/1 of column 17] 



Claim 31 differs from the showing of King et al only in that King et al does not 
describe the "main" information as including an audio component; i.e., it is 
described as being full motion video information. 



II. The showing of Purnaveia et al : 

Purnaveia et al has been cited for its showing of an audio and video (A/V) 
information recording system which included circuitry for annotating frame(s) of a 
"main" A/V information stream with additional annotation information. More 
specifically, as described and illustrated via Figures 3 and 4A, Purnaveia et al 
described recording system that included: 

A) Circuitry [e.g., @ 31 7] for receiving and capturing the main A/V 
information; [e.g., Note: lines 64-67 of column 5; and lines 1 -30 of column 6] 

B) Circuitry [e.g., @ 318] for receiving additional annotation 
information to be "added to" (e.g., associated with) the main A/V 
information; [e.g., Note: lines 20-26 and 59-66 of column 2; lines 31 -67 of column 6; 
and lines 1 -59 of column 7]: and 
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C) Circuitry [e.g., @ 220] for recording the main A/V information and 
the "added" additional annotation information so that the added 
information is related to specific time/frame positions of the A/V 

information, [e.g., Note: lines 59-66 of column 2; and lines 15-23 and 40-51 of column 

n 

For the record, it is noted that claim 31 differs from the showing of Purnaveja et 
al only in that Purnaveja et al does not describe the additional annotation 
information as being inclusive of "audio/voice" type annotations (e.g., of the type 
described in King et al ). 



III. Obviousness : 

The following positions are taken: 

A) The examiner maintains that it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to have modified the system disclosed by King et al 
to have added a "main" audio information component to the "main" video 
information components given that Purnaveja et al evidenced such to 
have been known and desirable in such a media annotating environment 
[Note that the moving picture information in King et al is described as 
being a "movie" (line 8 of column 6) and that such movies conventionally 
includes an associated audio component representing the soundtrack]; 

B) While the examiner maintains that the recited "steps" of claim 31 are 
implicitly performed by the system disclosed by King et al , for 
completeness, it is noted that Purnaveja et al likewise evidenced such 
steps to have been conventionally performed by corresponding structure 
in conventional media annotating environment; i.e., such being at least 
obvious with respect to the King et al showing. 

C) As discussed above in paragraph 1 of the Office action, the examiner 
content that amending claim 31 to recite respective MXF and WAVE 
signal format fails to distinguish the claim over the prior art being that: 

1 ) As evidenced by Wilkinson , it was known to have been 
advantageous to have stored the main audio and main video 
content in a MXF format; and 

2) As evidenced by Betz et al , it was known to have been 
advantageous to have stored audio annotations for A/V content in 
a WAVE format. 

That is, the examiner maintains that it would have been obvious to have 
further modified the showing of King et al and Purnaveja et al accordingly 
to obtain like advantages. 
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4. Claims 32-35, 37-39, 55, 56, 59 and 60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over US patent #5,600,775 to King et al in view of US Patent 
#6,230,172 to Purnaveia et al , and further view of US Patent Document 
#2002/0164149 to Wilkinson and US Patent Document #2002/0089519 to Betz et 
§J, for the same reasons that were set forth above for claim 31. Additionally: 

A) With respect to claim 32 : 

e.g., Note: lines 30-50 in column 6 of King et al : and lines 62-66 in column 2 of 
Purnaveja et al. 



B) With respect to claim 33 : 

e.g., Note: Figure 3; and lines 30-50 in column 6 of King et al . 

C) With respect to claim 34 : 

e.g., Note: Figure 3; and lines 30-50 in column 6 of King et al . (the examiner 
maintains that the recited "dip" terminology is undefined by the claim and broadly 
reads on the "main" stream of the prior art) 

D) With respect to claim 35 : 

In the modified system of King et al , any selected frame can be annotated 
(including the first). Thus, the recitation of the "first" frame is considered little 
more than a recitation of intended use (i.e., it lacks criticality). 

E) With respect to claim 37 : 

The examiner takes Official Notice that it was notoriously well known in the art for 
storage devices (i.e., disk drives) to have comprised a plurality of storage 
mediums. The examiner maintains that it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art for the required storage device in the modified system of 
King et al to have comprised such a conventional configuration. The recited 
"dividing" broadly reads on the storing of respective "files" in successive 
recording and annotating procedures. 

F) With respect to claim 38 : 

The recording processes in the modified system of King et al must necessarily be 
terminated, i.e., "together", at some point in time for the respective files to be 
generated as described (e.g., additionally the modified system would be 
inoperative if a single recording procedure went on forever). 

G) With respect to claim 39 : 

The examiner maintains that the "soundtrack" of the "movie" in the modified 
system of King et al is necessarily of a high multi-channel (e.g., stereo) quality. 
Clearly the annotation audio is not of such quality and, as such, would be of a 
different/lower sampling rate. 
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H) With respect to claim 55 : 

SEE: Figure 3 of King et al (note lines 31-63 of column 6); and the display @ 
"13" in Figure 1 of King et al . Additionally, note Figure 6 of Purnaveia et al . 



I) With respect to claims 56 and 59 : 

See Figures 3 of King et al (note lines 31 -63 of column 6). 



J) With respect to claim 60 : 

See Figures 3 of Kino et al . 



5. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
patent #5,600,775 to King et al in view of US Patent #6,230,172 to Purnaveia et al . 
for the same reasons that were set forth above for claim 55. Additionally: 

The modified system of King et al is controlled by a "controller'VCPU [i.e., see element 
"10" in Figure 1 of Kino et al .l. 



6. Claims 2, 4-5, 7-9, 26, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US patent #5,600,775 to King et al in view of US Patent 
#6,230,172 to Purnaveia et al . for the same reasons that were set forth above for 
claim 1. Additionally: 

A) With respect to claim 2 : 

e.g., Note: lines 30-50 in column 6 of King et al : and lines 62-66 in column 2 of 
Purnaveia et al . 



B) With respect to claim 4 : 

e.g., Note: Figure 3; and lines 30-50 in column 6 of King et al . (the examiner 
maintains that the recited "dip" terminology is undefined by the claim and broadly 
reads on the "main" stream of the prior art) 

C) With respect to claim 5 : 

In the modified system of King et al , any selected frame can be annotated 
(including the first). Thus, the recitation of the "first" frame is considered little 
more than a recitation of intended use (i.e., it lacks criticality). 



Application/Control Number: 10/575,715 
Art Unit: 2481 



Page 8 



D) With respect to claim 7 : 

The examiner takes Official Notice that it was notoriously well known in the art for 
storage devices (i.e., disk drives) to have comprised a plurality of storage 
mediums. The examiner maintains that it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art for the required storage device in the modified system of 
King et al to have comprised such a conventional configuration. The recited 
"dividing" broadly reads on the storing of respective "files" in successive 
recording and annotating procedures. 

E) With respect to claim 8 : 

The recording processes in the modified system of King et al must necessarily be 
terminated, i.e., "together", at some point in time for the respective files to be 
generated as described (e.g., additionally the modified system would be 
inoperative if a single recording procedure went on forever). 

F) With respect to claim 9 : 

The examiner maintains that the "soundtrack" of the "movie" in the modified 
system of Kino et al is necessarily of a high multi-channel (e.g., stereo) quality. 
Clearly the annotation audio is not of such quality and, as such, would be of a 
different/lower sampling rate. 



G)With respect to claim 26: 

The display of the modified system of King et al clearly indicates/conveys to the 
operator that the main information is in the paused state when annotations are to 
be entered (e.g., the image stops moving). 



H) With respect to claim 29 : 

The modified system of King et al enables different users to annotate the movie 
with respective user identifiable comments (e.g., note lines 37-59 of King et al ). 



7. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
patent #5,600,775 to King et al in view of US Patent #6,230,172 to Purnaveia et al . , 
and further view of US Patent Document #2002/0164149 to Wilkinson and US 
Patent Document #2002/0089519 to Betz et al , for the same reasons that were set 
forth above for claim 1, in further view of US Patent Document #2004/0216173 to 
Horoszowski et al . 

It would have been obvious to have modified the system disclosed by King et al in 
accordance with the teaching of Purnaveia et al . for the reasons set forth above with 
respect to claim 1 . Horoszowski et al evidences that it was known/conventional/desirable 
to have stored the annotation files in such annotating system in an XML metadata file 
format [e.g., note paragraph 0065]. In view of the showing of Horoszowski et al , it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have stored the annotation files in 
the modified system of King et al in the conventional XML file format. 
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8. Claims 6 and 36 avoid the art of record. 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DAVID E. HARVEY whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7345. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 6:00AM to 3PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. Peter-Anthony Pappas, can be reached on (571) 272-7646. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273- 
8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/DAVID E HARVEY/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2481 
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Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2481 



